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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
1.1 Problem area: 
In 1952 when the first steps were taken towards what would years later turn into the European 
Union (EU), the main focus was economic integration among the member-states (Fligstein, 2008; p. 
9). The EU started as a predominant economic institution, resulting from the aftermath of the 
Second World War. The integration of European countries in the EU was initiated to avoid conflicts 
between the member-states, to promote a common European good, to foster freedom, security and 
prosperity. European economic integration progressed from the Treaty of Rome to Treaty of 
Lisbon, gradually expanding from 6 to 28 countries, as well as extending authority and policies to 
economic, political, legal and social domains. EU plays an important role in Europe however there 
is an ongoing debate around the democratic deficit and legitimacy crisis within EU.  
 
In 1992 the Maastricht Treaty introduced a new aspect to the EU: the European citizenship and 
cultural policy. The cultural aspects had until then been overlooked and neglected by the EU. The 
creation of common identities was hoped to promote tolerance and foster better relationships and 
cultural understanding (Hass, 1964; pp. 6, 49-50 & McCormick, 2011; p. 21).  
Since the 1980s the cultural focus and cultural policies have been progressively introduced. As 
mentioned above the Maastricht Treaty introduced cultural policy and the very radical concept of 
European citizenship stating that: “Every person holding the nationality of a Member State shall be 
a citizen of the Union” (Maastricht Treaty, 1992; Article 8). Thereby the first steps towards cultural 
integration and creation of a European identity were taken. European citizenship represents a major 
shift in the sense that the notion of singular national loyalties historically has been associated to 
state sovereignty. In the last decades the EU has actively tried to foster a common sense of 
belonging based on cultural heritage, shared values and history. The EU uses policies and 
legislations as well as discourses with symbols and myths to construct a common European identity 
in order to unite EU citizens on the base of diversity. This can for example be seen in the official 
EU motto ‘United in Diversity’ that was adopted by the European Parliament in 2000. The EU 
portrays diversity as an asset worth preserving and promoting. The motto emphasizes plurality, 
diversity and multiculturalism. It proposes unity based on cultural understanding and tolerance. 
Initiatives, such as ‘European Capital of Culture’, have been created in order to foster a common 
European identity. These initiatives are believed to increase cultural understanding, tolerance and 
relations between EU countries and citizens as well as trying to provide a greater support, improve 
the legitimacy and authority of the EU itself. 
 
The importance of culture is reflected in the famous quote attributed to Jean Monnet one of the 
founding fathers of the European Community: “if we were to do it all over again, we would start 
with culture”(Sassatelli, 2009; p. 46). The significance of this statement lies not in the historical 
accuracy and authenticity but in the impact and frequent quotations in the literature and by the EU 
elites. “Whether Monnet actually pronounced this phrase is of small importance. Its extraordinary 
impact shows that there is a high level of identification with it. We should ask ourselves the reasons 
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for this” (Banus, 2002; p.158). The alleged quote by Jean Monnet seems more to be a myth then an 
actual quote since culture was not envisioned by any of the founding fathers of the EU (Shore, 
2006; p. 8). It can be argued, based on the alleged quote by Monnet, that the cultural identity of the 
EU would have been more integrated if the EU had started not only as an economic union but also 
as a cultural one. The EU seems to have established many initiatives and policies to create a 
common cultural identity. What can the initiatives and policies display about the EU’s approach 
towards cultural identity and what are the goals of these? 
 
In relation to the cultural actions of the EU institutions the big questions are: to what extent does all 
this effort affect Europeans and shape a common cultural identity? How do the Europeans see 
themselves and do they identify themselves with Europe? The table below is from Eurobarometer’s 
report from 2004 and shows the development over a 10-year spectrum of the Europeans feeling of 
identity (only European, European and national, only national or national and European). 
Here it is interesting to see that most Europeans see themselves firstly as national and secondly as 
European or only national (33 % - 49 %), whereas on the other hand only 3% - 10 %, of the 
Europeans, see themselves as first European and secondly as national or only European. It is also 
worth noticing that there from 1994 to 2004 were hardly any increase or decrease in the number of 
Europeans feeling only Europeans and the same applies for the Europeans feeling first Europeans 
and secondly national. The main changes and the highest degree of attachment are detected in 
feeling national or national and then European. The feeling of being national and then European 
was on its highest in the autumn of 2000 where 49 % of the Europeans felt both national and 
European.  However this percentage has decreased since and in 2004 the same amount of 
Europeans felt national and European as in 1994 (46%). But in 2004 more Europeans felt only 
national than in 1994 which, when it comes to the common cultural identity building of the EU, is a 
step in the wrong direction. 
 
 
Figur1: "In the near future, do you see yourself … ?" Source: Eurobarometer, 2004  
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The European integration process has been criticised as an elite-driven, top-down project - as a 
process led by and for the elites and thereby lacking the necessary support from the EU citizens 
(Hass, 1958). Furthermore there has been a rise of a euro-skeptic attitude within the EU member-
states and an increase of nationalism that started in the 1990s when the citizens felt that the EU 
threatened the sovereignty of the nation-state (McCormick, 2011; p. 9). As an effect of the threat 
towards national sovereignty the creation of a common European identity can also be viewed as a 
threat to national identity. However some scholars argue that national and European identity can 
coexist and complement each other (Risse, 2004, Simmel, 1976). 
 
The above-mentioned problematic will be cover in this project. The primary aim of the project is to 
analyze the EU’s ways of promoting a European cultural identity through EU’s cultural policies and 
initiatives and investigates if they can actively create a common cultural identity. 
1.2 Research question: 
To what extent can the EU actively construct European cultural identity?  
1.2.1 Working questions: 
• What is the EU’s perception of cultural identity? 
• What are the aims and goals of the EU’s cultural actions? 
• What tools does the EU use to promote cultural identity?  
 
In this project we intend to answer the research question by investigating the three above-mentioned 
working questions. This will be done in the sense that the working questions will be answered 
chronologically. The first two questions will be answered in chapter four, where we identify EU’s 
policies, initiatives and discourses such as United in Diversity, The Maastricht Treaty, European 
Capital of Culture and The Erasmus Programme. We examine how the EU conceptualizes European 
cultural identity and what the EU’s approach to constructing it through cultural action is. The third 
question will be answered in chapter five by looking at what myths, symbols and values the EU 
promotes and is trying to create. In the end of the project these working questions will have made it 
possible to answer the research question in a broader and more thorough manner.  
1.3 Clarification of concepts: 
Culture: Societal and historical background of a group of people or individuals. How these people 
view life and how they define ways of life. We base our use and understanding of this concept on 
Williams and his way of understanding culture as ‘A whole way of life’(Williams, 1967). Culture is 
very closely linked to identity in the sense that they both define people’s ways of living in 
accordance to the surrounding society.  
 
Identity: Identity is a way to describe how people see and understand themselves in the world they 
live in. Identity can be viewed on an individual level regarding role, gender, image and self-esteem 
or on a group level with factors such as culture, place, history, language, ethnicity, religion, 
ideology, philosophy and aesthetics. The most used understanding of identity is however regarding 
which places and communities’ people feel the strongest sense of belonging to (McCormick, 2011; 
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p. 45). In our project we will use identity as the identity of a group (the Europeans) and look at the 
factors of group identity. We will also discuss the concept of identity and the process of its 
construction, as well as the configuration of multiple identities. 
 
Cultural identity: Identity manifested in and constituted by common cultural heritage, historical 
experiences, language and traditions. These common experiences are repeated through various 
myths, symbols and narratives (Hall, 1996). 
 
European cultural identity: We will use the concept of European cultural identity as a common 
sense of belonging to the European community, and what level of identification the citizens of the 
EU member-states feel to Europe. 
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Chapter 2: The Method of the Project 
 
In the following chapter we will proceed to elaborate our findings within the subject of cultural 
action in the EU and the way in which they were used in the process of research. Our 
methodological considerations will cover the consequences of our choices in theories and concepts -
these have, to a large extent, been the deciding factors in the researching process. 
2.1 Methodology 
In our research we have tried to create a broad perspective with different approaches to identity and 
identity construction. On the base of the approaches to identity and the creation of national identity 
we have tried to create a discussion on the extent to which the EU can actively create a common 
European cultural identity. 
We have adopted a constructive point of departure in our project. With a constructive point of view 
we see that the world, its social phenomena and its meanings, is constructed through social 
interactions and they constantly change. Furthermore, we are part of the social structures of the 
constructed world and our personal opinions about the things investigated in the project influences 
how we think and understand the topic of the project (Bryman, 2012; p. 33). Thereby we are aware 
that our own experiences as citizens of different EU member-states affect our point of view of 
creation of a European identity. In the topic of European cultural identity it is not possible to be 
completely objective, we will, to some extent be subjective and normative because we are a part of 
the social constructions of the EU. 
2.2 Methods 
In the research we have used the qualitative method (Bryman, 2012; p. 380) by analysing EU 
documents and initiatives. We have analysed the Maastricht Treaty and how it introduced European 
citizenship, the connection between national citizenship and national identity and on the base of the 
national we have investigated the creation of the European citizenship and European identity. We 
have also analysed EU initiatives such as European Capital of Culture and the Erasmus Programme 
by looking at the aims of these initiatives and connecting them to the construction of a shared 
European identity. Furthermore we have analysed the official European cultural motto United in 
Diversity with the intention of understating how the EU understands and promotes European 
cultural identity. Qualitative research is connected with the constructive point of view that states 
that social characteristics are created through interactions between individuals (Bryman, 2012; p. 
380). 
We do however also use the quantitative method in the sense that we have used Eurobarometer to 
show changes of the tendencies towards a cultural identity within the EU member-states, if any. We 
use the table from Eurobarometer to underline the statements from the qualitative date, and to show 
that there actually is a need for initiatives and policies to promote and enhance European cultural 
identity.  
 
In the beginning of the project we used mostly the deductive method in the sense that we looked for 
theories about culture and identity to understand the extent the EU can actively create a European 
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identity. We have used the deductive method because we started looking for a theoretical 
understanding of these concepts prior to analysing the EU’s initiatives and documents. We found 
the theories used in the project first and then afterwards we applied the theories to the EU 
documents and initiatives. We have from the beginning wanted to analyse EU documents but, since 
we did not decide on specific documents until late in the process, we started by finding theoretical 
approaches. This approach to the empirical data resulted in us not having to look for theories fitting 
our empirical findings. Therefore it must be considered as a deductive method, taking theory as the 
point of departure for our data collection and analysis (Bryman, 2012; p. 24). 
However, moving forward with the project we started using a more iterative method. Going back 
and forth between our empirical data and the theories (Bryman, 2012; p. 26) in order to achieve an 
understanding of the empirical material on the basis of the used theories.  
2.3 Selection of data 
We have used different categories of empirical data. Our primary data are EU’s initiatives, 
documents and policies. Our secondary data consists of books and articles. The books have a more 
complete and deeper look into concepts such as identity, culture or cultural identity, whereas the 
articles are better for specific studies of these concepts in a European context. Books and articles 
about cultural identity in the EU provided a theoretical framework for our project. We have needed 
to find books and articles with different views on identity and European cultural identity to ensure 
that we have a broad theoretical understanding of the topic. The triangulation of the data has been 
very important, especially because we have chosen not to collect our own data and not to test the 
theories ourselves due to time constrains and skills not acquired yet. 
In the project we have used EU initiatives and EU webpages to get a clear understanding of how the 
EU conceptualises European identity and its approach to creating it. Here it is important to state that 
because we are interested in the EU’s take on cultural identity, we do not find it problematic to use 
EU documents and sources, because the project is an inquiry of how the EU tries to create a 
European cultural identity and we therefore need to look at the EU’s own perception of cultural 
identity. 
We have chosen to look at the Maastricht Treaty because it was the first treaty where culture policy 
was introduced and it marks a rather radical change towards a more cultural focus in the EU. We 
have chosen to look at The European Capital of Culture and The Erasmus Programme because they 
are some of the most comprehensive cultural initiatives within the EU. It was our initial idea to base 
the whole project on the European Capital of Culture programme but we decided that a general 
inquiry of cultural identity in the EU was more interesting and a more comprehensive study. 
2.4 Selection of theory 
We have chosen not to test the Europeans points of views towards cultural identity and their 
identification with the EU. Therefore we have tried to incorporate as many different perspectives on 
identity creation as possible. We have tried to understand the creation of national identities and then 
relate it to the creation of European cultural identity. 
 
The theories used are all middle-range theories. Middle-range theories are associated with a strong 
connection to the empirical data collection (Bryman, 2012; p. 22). It is difficult to establish how 
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empirically based some scholars theories are. For example when looking at Smith, his theories are 
abstract and it is hard to find indicators on how it can be proven in reality – how an empirical 
collection can be done - and therefore they must be seen as less middle-range theories then other 
theories such as Fligstein’s (Brymann, 2012; p. 21). The theories proposed by Fligstein are clearly 
middle-range theories because he developed his theory of European identity on the basis of a large 
analyse of data sets from Eurobarometer and on the basis of the data-analysis he confirms his theory 
(Fligstein, 2008; pp.139-155).  
 
We are aware that it can be seen as problematic that a large part of the theories used in the project 
are based on nations. The EU is not a nation but a supranational, transnational and 
intergovernmental organisation consisting of different nations. Because the EU is a unique example 
of a supranational organisation trying to create a common cultural identity that has not been seen 
before it is difficult to find theories on the creation of a supranational identity. We take into account 
that the cultural identity in the EU might not be created in the exact same way as on the national 
level but it presents an idea of how identity in other cases has been created and in that sense it is 
possible to see how the European identity might be created. However, the EU does to some extent, 
and when it comes to some issues (e.g. the parliament, the EU court), act as a sort of nation of states 
and in that sense the theories about the national identity creation are fitting. 
 
2.5 Delimitation 
Much has happened in the EU since its creation: the EU does not only promote economic and 
political integration among the member-states but also social integration. In our project we will not 
focus on the economic or the political integration but only on the cultural integration and how the 
EU promotes this, as well as how it can be seen to affect the citizens of European member-states. 
We do not want to focus on how the EU member-states interact on an institutional level as states. 
We are interested in examining how the EU as a cross-boarder organization, through its cultural 
policies, tries to create a common European cultural identity, for example by encouraging a better 
and broader understanding of each other through cross-border interaction.  
 
The aim of this project is to examine the EU’s approach to European cultural identity and establish 
if it can be constructed and shaped actively by the EU’s cultural actions. The aim of this project is 
however not to measure the level and distribution of European identity but to examine it as an 
institutional project, building on from theoretical concepts to institutional concepts and goals. This 
paper does not set out to take a stand on the importance of common European identity for the future 
progress of European integration.   
2.6 Road map 
The primary aim of this project is to analyse the perception of European cultural identity from the 
point of vies of the EU and what is EU’s cultural agenda. We wish to examine this through three 
different chapters. Chapter three establishes a theoretical framework for the concepts of culture, 
identity and cultural identity. We will examine how various scholars define them and what their 
theoretical approaches are. We wish to establish a theoretical framework of collective identity and 
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processes of collective identity formations at a national and European level as well as how they 
relate. Chapter four applies these theories to the different initiatives and policies of the EU in order 
to support our argument as well as answer our research question. We will focus on the policies and 
initiatives: The Maastricht Treaty, European Capital of Culture, The Erasmus Programme and the 
motto Unity in Diversity, and the goals of these. This is to create a better understanding of what 
approach the EU uses to create a larger cultural understanding and common cultural identity within 
the member-states. Chapter five focuses on myths, symbols and common values used by the EU in 
order to enhance an overall European consciousness and common cultural identity. Chapter six 
discuss and conclude the results and outcomes of our project. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical approaches on creation of cultural identity 	  
This chapter will introduce the theoretical framework, which will be used in our further 
examination and analyse the EU’s approaches to and goals in cultural policies and initiatives. The 
chapter introduces a basic understanding of the theoretical examination between the concepts of 
culture and identity. The concepts of culture and identity will be introduced first, and how they will 
be used in this project. Secondly the different perspectives on identity construction will be 
introduced. This will include an introduction to the concepts of collective, social and multiple 
identities as well as the idea of how institutions affect identity creation. Afterwards, how national 
identities were created and how nations are defined will be examined. This chapter will end with a 
discussion and an examination of how a European identity can be created and to what extent. The 
examination in this chapter is based on Anderson’s (1991) concept of ‘imagined communities’, 
which is an analysis of the creation of nations. We want to understand how culture and identity are 
related to nations - a nation understood as an imagined community. Even though Anderson’s work 
focuses on nations, the idea of imagined communities can be applied to the creation of European 
identity (McCormick, 2011; pp.300-305). The nation is “imagined because the members of even the 
smallest nation will never know most of their fellow-member, meet them or even hear of them, yet 
in the minds of each lives the image of their communion” (Anderson, 1991; pp. 5-6). In a European 
context, one can argue that an imagined community could exist within the EU and thereby build this 
image of communion among the Europeans and make them feel a sense of belonging to the 
European community, a sense of belonging that develops into an identity.  
3.1 Imagine Communities 
Anderson (1991) emphasizes how imagined communities have developed over time from religious 
towards national communities. The religious communities were largely imagined through the 
written language of Latin and of holy books. Even though people of the same religion would come 
from different parts of the world and would be unable to communicate, they would feel a bond with 
each other, based on their shared ideas and the shared knowledge, which they had from the religious 
texts. These imagined communities were based on a shared sacred language and the ideas about 
special memberships based on beliefs (Anderson, 1991; pp. 12-13).  
Later a national awareness was created among the citizens of the different parts of Europe. The 
native languages of areas were adopted as administrative languages instead of Latin (Anderson, 
1991; p. 37). Between 1820 and 1920 languages became more important in the construction of 
nationalism in Europe, since the European citizens, because realized that there were thousands who 
spoke the same language (Anderson, 1991; p. 77). A nation for Anderson is like a political 
community that is imagined, both limited and sovereign. The nation is first of all imagined as 
limited because it does not want to include all people in its community. If it did so it would not be 
special because groups define themselves by who are excluded from and included into the group 
(Anderson, 1991; p. 7). Secondly the nation is imagined as sovereign because the concept of a 
nation arose during the times of the Enlightenment and revolutions, the dreams of the nations were 
to be free. The sovereign state was seen as a way to freedom (Anderson, 1991; p. 7). The base of 
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this national consciousness was enhanced by the distribution of the written language, which made it 
possible to read, write and communicate in the native language for both personal reasons as well as 
administrative (Anderson, 1991; p. 44). 
In connection to the development of the native languages as written languages, Anderson (1991) 
highlights media as an important factor for the creation of the national imagined communities due 
to the increasing flow of novels and newspapers. First of all the novels gave the readers all kinds of 
different stories of other’s lives. When authors started to use everyday life scenes for their novels, 
the readers became more aware of the fact that different lives took place at the same time as their 
own. The readers also recognized the story of their everyday life told by someone else and this also 
built awareness that the habits of others were the same as their own (Anderson, 1991; pp. 24-26). 
Anderson states: “The idea of a sociological organism moving calendrically through homogeneous, 
empty times is precise analogue of the idea of the nation, which also is conceived as a solid 
community moving steadily down (or up) history” (Anderson, 1991; p. 26). Anderson therefore 
compares the imagined community of a nation to a story in a novel, where people develop an image 
of themselves, their lives and their history. 
The newspapers have a similar effect on the creation of this imagined community, because the 
newspaper provides people with events that happened at the same time but in different places. The 
newspapers makes the citizens aware of the calendrical coincidence of the events of the world, 
which also foster the image their own opinions being similar to other people’s opinions and doing 
things at the same time as themselves (Anderson, 1991; p. 31). Furthermore, newspapers have 
another function in the creation of the national imagined community. When the individuals enter the 
public sphere and see other people reading the same newspapers as them, they will become aware 
that there are more people like themselves, repeating the same actions. These others will also have 
the same knowledge as them and will therefor also have the same understanding of the world and 
actions in it (Anderson, 1991; p. 35).   
To summarize Anderson (1991) sees imagined communities either in the old version of religious 
communities, which consisted of people feeling a bond on the basis of shared values, although they 
did not speak the same languages. Or he sees imagined communities as modern nations where 
people do feel a bond based primarily on shared languages.  
 
3.2 Culture 
Culture is a very difficult concept to define. There are many different ideas of how culture can be 
understood. It can be seen as a part of what we call life, like arts, literature etc. or as a shared 
historical and societal background of people living in the same country or nation. Williams 
describes the differences in the understandings of culture as: “Where culture meant a state or habit 
of the mind, or the body of intellectual and moral activities, it means now, also, a whole way of 
life” (Williams, 1967; p. xviii). Culture is often seen in direct linkage to society. This is not 
altogether wrong but it implies that the understanding of culture is dependent on the understanding 
of society. One of the questions raised is whether there can be only one culture in a society or if 
there can be cultures across societies. A society can be defined in different ways and can be both a 
nation-state, a state, a nation or as something completely different, this also makes it difficult to 
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grasp what culture is. This is especially the case regarding a culture within the EU, because there is 
so many different cultures and not just one. According to Williams culture cannot be considered 
without looking at the society and the historical background that the culture exists within (Williams 
1967; pp. xviii & 295). He sees culture as a concept that has developed over time and has changed 
from one period to another. The idea of culture has developed in accordance with the rise of 
industrialisation and democracy but has kept on developing since. Therefore culture is a concept 
dependent on history and society. All societies have different historical backgrounds and they will 
evidently also create different cultures and cultural backgrounds (Williams, 1967; p. 295). Culture 
must also be seen as a part of the imagined community. The national imagined community was 
created when people began to realize that there were others like themselves, living the same way 
and doing the same things (Anderson, 1991; p. 26). The creation of nations was an elite driven 
project but there was a stronger acceptance among the citizens since they shared particular ways of 
living and thereby also the same cultural backgrounds. This made them feel a sense of cultural 
connection with one another in the image of the community, which was created in their minds. 
 
Multiculturalism is a widely spread phenomena within the member-states of the EU, and across the 
EU member-states’ borders. The concept of multiculturalism recognizes that there is more than just 
one culture in a society or a nation, which implies a ‘cultural diversity’ (Kastoryano, 2009; p. 2). 
Multiculturalism plays an important role in the EU, first of all because of the 28 different EU 
member-states, and their various cultures, that according to Kastoryano (2009) are a point the EU 
cannot afford to ignore (Kastoryano, 2009; p. 2). McCormick (2010) argues that multiculturalism is 
one of the core values of Europe, which makes Europe unique and that the EU tries to promote 
multiculturalism through the motto United in Diversity to combine the many cultures in the EU and 
to foster European cultural identity.  
3.3 Identity 
Culture is often conceptualised as identity and it is therefore very difficult not to use the two 
concepts in connection to each other. Culture is a part of the identity of people, and identity is the 
concept that defines the culture of people. Identity is a widely used concept but at the same time a 
very ambiguous one. However broadly the concept of identity is used to describe how people 
understand and see themselves, this can be both for the individual and the member of a group. The 
identity of a member in a group is often defined by factors such as culture, place, history, language, 
ethnicity, religion, ideology, philosophy and aesthetics (McCormick, 2011; p. 45).  
 
The concept of collective identities distinguishes itself from other identity-concepts by referring to 
‘we’ rather than ‘I’. This reflects the belief that everyone within the group, as well as outsiders, 
shares the same definition of the group (Thoits & Virshup, 1997). Moreover, collective identity is 
not static. This implying that all the defining aspects of collective identities such as language, 
shared values, history, geography, lifestyle and other cultural factors, do not objectively belong to 
specific collectives and need to be renegotiated by the group (Kriesi, 1999). The collective 
identities can be understood in connection to Anderson’s (1991) imagined communities as they 
were created when people that shared common languages build the image in their minds that there 
	   15	  
existed others like themselves, that acted similar, had the same history and shared geographical 
location. The image of others in the same situation can be seen as the focus from ‘I’ to the idea of 
‘we’ in the community (Anderson, 1991; pp. 7 & 24-26) At the same time this idea, based on 
Anderson’s imagined communities, can be related to the concept of social identity which refers to 
the psychological link between individuals and communities to which they belong (Abrams & 
Hogg, 1990).  
 
The construction of multiple and transnational identities are to very debated concepts. People 
typically develop loyalties and identification with multiple groups throughout their life. Multiple 
identities can have different forms, and according to Stryker (1980) multiple identities are in 
balance rather than in conflict. People are continuously in the process of acquiring new identities 
and each person possesses multiple identities that coexist together and are determined by life 
experiences (Samovar et al., 2012; p. 215). Hermann and Brewer illustrates how multiple identities 
can relate to each other through identity configurations: 
• Nested: constructed as concentric circles or Russian Matruska dolls for example local, 
national, European. 
• Cross-cutting:  some, but not all, members of an identity group belong to other identity 
groups, and then members of the other group also share identity with a different groups, for 
example cross-cutting professional and religious identities. 
• Separate: individual belongs to distinct identity groups that are not overlapping, for example 
identities constructed in work environment and private life (Hermann & Brewer, 2004; p. 8). 
 
Individuals are clearly able manage multiple identities, and national and transnational identities can 
relate to each other in different ways. Institutions (such as the institutions of the EU) can promote 
identification in order to reduce conflict without much effect on national identities and with a weak 
common identity. Alternatively, institutions could shape common identities at the expanse of 
national ones. In other cases national and supranational identities can coexist in balance and 
reinforce each other. However, if nations have incompatible values, institutionalization may 
promote weak common identity and create anxiety and conflict. Configurations of multiple 
identities in a system of multiple loyalties have a substantial importance for promoting common 
identity by institutions (Hermann & Brewer, 2004). 
 
According to Risse (2004), national and European identities coexist and complement each other. He 
refers to the multiple identity configurations presented above and suggests that their relationship is 
typically nested and/or cross-cutting but rarely separate. The Russian Matruska doll model 
illustrates the nested configuration and suggests a certain hierarchy in people’s sense of belonging 
and loyalties. Regional and national identities are the core layers while European forms the outer 
layer. Risse proposes also a fourth way of conceptualizing relationship between European and other 
identities, such as the ‘marble cake’ model of multiple identities. This model might be the most 
appropriate as it illustrates that different components and layers are not separate but blend into each 
other (Risse, 2004). 
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Looking at how institutions can effect and actively force an identity creation, Anderson argues that 
institutions such as schools and administrative offices plays an important role in creating the 
national imagined communities, especially when these institutions changed their main language to 
be the native (Anderson, 1991; pp. 13 & 71). This is one of the obstacles for the EU. In order to 
understand how institutions can affect identities we apply the socialization and the persuasion 
models provided by Hermann and Brewer (2004). The socialization model focuses on the role of 
individual experiences with the institution. Through policies and regulation the institution provides 
shared experiences and shared social norms. The persuasion model on the other hand emphasizes 
the deliberate efforts to promote and shape common identity through common history, values, 
symbols, norms and destiny. These identity-building efforts aim to enhance legitimacy and support 
for the institution. Many institutions make substantial efforts to promote and shape community 
identification. These efforts relate to the importance of the legitimizing power of collective identity 
(Hermann & Brewer, 2004).  
3.3.1 Cultural identity 
Combining the definitions of culture, identity and cultural identity can be understood as the way 
that members of communities feel a sense of belonging to the way of living, which is special within 
the community. Hall (1996) underlines this by defining cultural identity as manifested in and 
constituted by common cultural heritage, historical experiences, language and traditions. These 
common experiences are repeated through various myths, symbols and narratives. Here it is 
important to note that Anderson on one hand argues that historically there has existed an imagined 
community without a shared spoken language but where the members felt a sense of belonging due 
to shared values (the religious community) (Anderson, 1991; p. 12). However, he also emphasizes 
the importance of shared native languages in the creation of the nation as an imagined community 
(Anderson, 1991; p. 25). As in Hall’s approach, in both of the imagined communities proposed by 
Anderson the shared values and traditions are important factors for the creation of imagined 
communities and cultural identity. One can therefore argue that shared values and traditions are 
more important than shared language for both Hall and Anderson.  
3.3.2 National identity 
Other scholars than Anderson (1991) had used the idea of nations as communities with a sense of 
belonging and identity for its members. Seton-Watson describes a nation as “a community of 
people, whose members are bound together by a sense of solidarity, a common culture, a national 
consciousness” (Seton-Watson, 1997; p. 1). Anthony Smith, however, defines the nation as “a 
named human population sharing a historic territory, common myths and historical memories, a 
mass public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members” 
(Smith, 1996; p. 14) His approach to national identity formation emphasizes, as Anderson’s 
approach, the importance of cultural variables such as common history, languages, religion and 
myths. Both Seton-Watson and Smith underline the importance of common culture, however, it is 
important to note that Smith especially points out the legal rights of the members of the nation as a 
factor for creating a national belonging and identity. 
	   17	  
3.3.3 European Identity 
Looking at the Europeans and their feeling of identity, different competing versions are seen. 
Depending on where you feel the strongest belonging to, an identity will be created around that. As 
Hermann (2004) points out that identity configurations relate to each other, and that we can feel a 
strong belonging to our village, town or city where you grew up, or the local administrative council, 
the country, provinces or region that we live in or maybe just are legal resident to, at the same time. 
In recent years a new kind of identity has been offered: a European identity, a feeling of belonging 
to and identification with the EU or Europe in general (McCormick, 2011; p. 46).  
 
Nation-states play a crucial role in how we see and how we define ourselves. For a national identity 
to be successful it means creating a strong feeling of belonging, and European identity tends to be 
measured against the national identity. European cultural identity is a collective identification with 
cultural components such as values, habits, territories and people, which are homogeneously shared 
and fashioned on the model of the nation (Sassetelli, 2009; p. 29 and 193). 
 
Risse (2004) argues that the EU, as a community, still lacks the psychological existence that is 
necessary for the emergence of common identity. However, the attachment to Europe is 
continuously increasing, which might be the result of the increased physical presence of the EU in 
people’s daily lives. Furthermore, he argues that there is an increasing sense of community among 
European citizens, elites and ordinary people. Identification with and attachment to Europe among 
the EU citizens is growing, while exclusive nation-state loyalties are in decline. There is however a 
substantial gap between elite-support for the EU and skepticism among ordinary people. Officials in 
the EU institutions with increased direct experiences with the EU, develop a much stronger sense of 
identity with the EU, which explains the gap between elites and mass public (Risse, 2004). This is 
consistent with the socialization model (Hermann & Brewer, 2004), introduced earlier in this 
chapter. 
 
Smith argues that the strongest degree of identity is found in the nations where common memories 
and myths have created a shared culture among the citizens of one territory. According to Smith 
there cannot be a collective identity without shared memories of those who belong to the group. A 
sense of shared community and shared memories result in a collective belief in a common destiny 
(Smith, 1992; p. 58). This approach emphasizes the importance of historical and cultural heritage 
for identity formation. Smith is critical of the creation of a European identity. He argues that a 
European identity will never be anything more than forced together identities and cultures that will 
give no meaning and win no proper support by the citizens. The national identity is collective and 
means that people share the same rights, duties and destiny. European identity, in Smith’s opinion, 
will always be a shadow of an identity. It will be an identity that is forced together by political and 
economic interests, and in this point of view these interest are not enough to create a collective 
identity that is stronger than the national ones. The European identity will end as a mix of different 
cultural traditions without any substance in itself (Smith, 1992). 
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European identity has civic and cultural components. In this context, culture encompasses history, 
traditions, heritage, ethnicity and other social similarities (Risse, 2004; p. 254). Cultural identity has 
social connotations and implies that members of the group feel closer to each other than to those 
outside of the group due to common culture, social similarities and ethics, while civic identity refers 
to a “set of relevant institutional contexts that define individual’s values and perceptions of 
freedom, rights, and obligations as an individual” (Bruter, 2004; p.188). Furthermore, Bruter argues 
that cultural identity would refer to Europe as a whole, while civic identity refers to the EU, which 
covers less than half of continent. 
 
The EU’s discourse emphasizes the importance of the cultural dimension of European identity. 
Habermas (1994) on the other hand proposes a post-national identity that should not be based on 
cultural aspects but on common liberal political principles. He is supporting a European democratic 
identity, a civic identity while accepting plurality of European cultures. He states; “the political 
culture must serve as the common denominator for a constitutional patriotism which simultaneously 
sharpens an awareness of the multiplicity and integrity of the different forms of life” (Habermas, 
1994; p. 27). It would be a civic rather than ethnic identity which essence would be commitment to 
democracy, human rights, market economy and a spirit of transnational cooperation, as well as a 
tolerance for minorities and cultural diversity (Citrin and Sides, 2004; p. 183). This values are 
constitutive for the EU since all member need to subscribe to them in order to be eligible to join the 
EU, as specified by the Copenhagen criteria introduced in 1993 (Risse, 2004; p. 256). 
 
The modern theoretical approach on European identity is by Fligstein (2008) who argues that social 
class, age and education are important variables in developing a European identity. Fligstein 
examines who the Europeans are, arguing that people who gain from the EU are more likely to 
support it as well as people who support the EU are most likely to create a European identity 
(Fligstein, 2008; p. 139). Fligstein analyses empirical data from different Eurobarometer surveys, 
where he analyses the variables regarding attitude to support of the EU, use of second language and 
travels. He concludes that “owners, managers, professionals, and other white-collar workers are 
more likely to think of themselves as Europeans than are blue-collar or service workers. Educated 
people, regardless of occupation, are also more likely to see themselves as Europeans, and young 
people are more likely to do so than older people, as are people with higher incomes. All these 
groups have opportunities to interact with people from other European countries”(Fligstein, 2008; 
p. 145). This leaves us with the important point of view that high educated and young people are 
more likely to attach themselves to the EU. In relation to Anderson’s (1991) idea of imagined 
communities it is interesting to note that Anderson emphasizes that the imagined community can be 
created without people knowing each other, whereas Fligstein (2008) points to the importance of 
people interacting within Europe. However, interaction among Europeans might help create the idea 
and image of a European communion. It is on the other hand important to note that Anderson states 
common languages as one of the strongest connectors in creating the national imagined community. 
The imagined communities with non-shared language existed and exist in the strong religious 
communities (Anderson, 1991; p. 13). It can be argued that the EU does not have as strong values 
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and norms as the old religious communities had, and therefore the possibility of a construction of an 
imagined community where a common identity is to be created is low. 
Fligstein (2008) manufactures two future scenarios for the development of European identity: 
1. European identity will not emerge. The economic integration has only pushed forward the 
interaction and European identities amongst young, educated, business owners, and 
managerial, professional, and white-collar works and excluding the rest of the social classes 
in the European community for the benefits of European social integration. It will be hard to 
include less educated, blue-collar and service workers due to their lack of opportunity for 
learning second language or interact with other Europeans for business or travel because of 
economic problems. Thereby the project of a European common identity is a project 
benefiting only the elite. On the other hand the groups included are not strong enough to 
push the integration on to the excluded groups (Fligstein, 2008, p. 156). It point with a 
common identity is exactly that it cannot be excluding. 
2. European identity will over time emerge. Looking into how long time the national identities 
have developed over, it might be too early to see the development of European identity due 
to the fact that the EU itself have only really been running since the 1960’s. As well 
demography is working on the side of the European common identity since more young 
people nowadays learn foreign languages, educate and travel than older generations, looking 
back at the indicators for developing European identity: educating, travel experience and 
second language, which underline Fligstein’s analysis (Fligstein, 2008; pp. 156-157).  
3.4 How to use the theory in our project: 
We will examine European cultural identity as an institutional project, by applying the persuasion 
model (Herrmann & Brewer, 2004) and recognizing the EU as an active agent using deliberate 
efforts such as policies, initiatives, symbols and myths to enhance identification and support for the 
European integration process. The Maastricht Treaty introduced cultural policy, as well as the 
European citizenship. We will analyze the treaty on the basis of the theories of nations and national 
identity. Traditionally citizenship and nation-states had been exclusively related and therefore it is 
interesting to see how the EU tries to include national features in their policies.  
We will analyze the official motto of the EU, Unity in Diversity, on the base of Anderson’s (1991) 
theory of imagined communities. The motto emphasizes that European citizens belong to the same 
community, with all its diversity.  
We will analyze the European Capital of Culture in accordance to Hall’s (1996) theory on cultural 
identity because the Capital of Culture initiative focuses on how the different cities have promoted 
the common European culture and thereby the fostering of identity. Hall emphasizes the important 
connection between culture and identity in his theory, and how his definitions can be related to the 
initiative of European Capital of Culture will be looked at in this project.  
When analyzing The Erasmus Programme the project will look at Fligstein’s (2008) theory about 
the people who create the strongest European identity being the better educated since it is especially 
focused on university students and those who interact across boarders. 
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3.5 Summary 
Culture is conceptualized as identity, so when culture is understood as a ‘whole way of life’ 
(Williams, 1967) and identity is seen as an attachment or belonging to community or place, cultural 
identity is understood as people feeling a sense of belonging or attachment to a special way of 
living for example different traditions, habits and experiences, which is underlined by Hall’s (1996) 
definition of cultural identity. 
To summarize Anderson argues that nations were created when people created an image of others 
like themselves and they felt a sense of belonging to these people even though they did not know 
them. The belonging was based on the realization that there were other people living similar lives. 
This can be seen, as the way Williams (1967) understands culture as ‘a whole way of life’. The 
imagined community was created in people’s minds. This sense of belonging they created can also 
be understood as identity based on a membership of a group or community. Collective identities 
view the community’s ‘we’-identity rather than the individual’s I’-identity. The social identity 
refers to the individual’s relation as member of the group. In both forms of identity the membership 
of a group is defined by who is inside and who is outside the group in the same way as Anderson 
talks of the nation as a limited community, which does not want to include everyone. The 
discussions about identity have also covered the concept of multiple identities and the idea that a 
person can have different nested, cross-cutting and separate identities and not just one. This is an 
important point in the understanding of the creation of a European identity since it might be seen as 
coexisting with the national identity of the member states. 
Herman and Brewer (2004) introduce two different perspectives explaining how institutions can 
shape and promote a common identity. The socialization perspective emphasizes individual 
experiences and interactions with institutions, while the persuasion perspective focuses on the 
active role institutions play in the identity building process, which is the focus of our project. 
 
Many others than Anderson emphasized the concept of the nations as communities, however it is 
important to underline that most of these theories emphasize common culture through shared 
traditions, history, heritage and other social similarities as binding factors but common languages is 
mentioned as less important. It is an interesting aspect for understanding European cultural identity 
since the EU is multilingual. However, Smith (1992) argues that such a thing of European identity 
will not appear due to the lack of shared culture. Habermas (1994), on the other hand, proposes a 
civic European identity that should not be based on a shared culture but on common political 
principles. Risse (2004) argues that identification with Europe is increasing, and direct interactions 
with the EU, as well as increased presence of the EU, in everyday life of citizens, enhance identity.  
	  
 	  
	   21	  
Chapter 4: Understanding cultural identity from within the EU 
 
In this chapter EU’s different approaches to culture and its way of creating a cultural identity will 
be examined. It will begin by focussing on the EU’s motto United in Diversity, and compare its 
intentions to the initiatives and policies later in the chapter. The Maastricht Treaty’s introduction to 
European citizenship, the initiative of Capital of Culture and the student exchange program 
Erasmus will also be investigated. After a short examination of their aims, a comparison between 
initiatives and the theories on identity building as well as United in Diversity will be made.  
It can be argued that these initiatives only have symbolic value and do not provide sufficient results 
in the EU’s creation of cultural identity (Sassatelli, 2002; p. 443), that it is only words on a paper. 
There also seem to be alternative motives as to why some of these initiatives are carried out, which 
also presents a challenge to the original aim of the European citizenship. These alternative motives 
can be to improve employability, enhance political support and etc., which decrease the effect they 
are intended to stipulate (Wilson, 2011; p. 1116). Through these examinations and comparisons, we 
wish to understand the EU’s perception on cultural identity building. 
4.1 United in Diversity 
The debate and development of EU’s cultural policies and the idea of a European identity has since 
the 1990s been particularly focused on the concept of United in Diversity (Shore, 2006; p. 10). In 
2000, it was introduced as EU’s official motto. (European Commission 7). 
The meaning of the motto United in Diversity is to create an idea of how Europeans can come 
together and work for peace and prosperity. The aim is also to unite the different cultures, heritages 
and languages in the EU, while still respecting their differences (European Commission 7).  
It is argued that the concept was developed as a consequence to the European integration not 
progressing as well as the political elite in the Union had hoped. Instead of uniting around a shared 
European cause, Europeans turned to their national political issues (Athanassopoulou, 2008; p. 3). 
With the implementation of United in Diversity, the EU attempt to promote the idea of a common 
Europe, and the sense of uniqueness, by encouraging the value of diversity (Athanassopoulou, 
2008; p. 3). Otherwise described as an institutionalization of diversity in a transnational 
organization (Ahonen, 2009; p. 656). 
 
The motto covers some of the main issues appearing in the European debate on culture and identity. 
The on going debate revolves around the question whether the EU is a case of one people or of 
many, and about the relationship between the different European cultures and peoplehood (Shore, 
2006; p. 7). In the article ‘In Uno Plures’ Shore argues how United in Diversity and the cultural 
mosaics of European culture can never result in a ‘European people’. He states that culture has 
since the 1970s been the key concept in the process of integration of the political elite in the EU 
(Shore, 2006; p. 8). However, the development of EU cultural policies has been more or less an 
indirect approach to the broader conclusion of the European Construction. Culture is the underlying 
strategy in symbolic initiatives or cultural actions, which of United in Diversity is only one. The 
United in Diversity is an attempt to define European identity without favouring one culture over the 
other, while at the same time creating a universal moral tradition in the EU (Shore, 2006; p. 10).  
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On the other hand, even though the European council states that: ”Although its goal is to develop a 
feeling of belonging to a shared culture, the EU is also keen to preserve the specific aspects of 
Europe's many cultures, e.g. minority languages” (CEC, 2002, 5), Shore detects some issues. The 
creation of ‘belonging to a shared culture’ (united) based on ‘specific aspects of Europe’s many 
cultures’ (diversity) will not create a ‘European people’, in Shores view (Shore, 2006; p. 9). This is 
underlined by the fact that European countries are products of different national histories. European 
states have different democratic traditions, which are difficult to unify. European countries do not 
have a shared political culture. The member-states of the EU all have different political structures 
and procedures. The EU does however have one political cultural in the sense that EU has very 
specific political traditions in their institutions that are only seen in the EU institutions. In this sense 
the member-states share a political culture because they are all a part of the EU, but they also have 
different internal political cultures. Since the member-states do not have only one political culture, 
it can be assumed that shared cultural identities are even harder to implement in EU member-states 
(Athanassopoulou, 2008; p. 6). 
 
Shore views the cultural policies and initiatives and the development of these, as a way for the EU 
to, 1) search to increase the legitimacy and popular consent for the EU, 2) an instrument for creating 
a common sense of heritage, history and belonging (European identity) and lastly, 3) make the EU 
governance stronger. To him the cultural policies and initiatives are the EU’s way to show their 
‘will of power’ (Shore, 2006; p. 10). Relating Shores arguments on cultural initiatives such as the 
United in Diversity to the theoretical framework above, one can argue that what the EU through 
United in Diversity is trying to create is a sort of the imagined community which Anderson (1991) 
presents in regards to nations. 
4.2 EU’s cultural policy 
The EU has a European agenda on culture to foster culture within the EU and to make the culture 
more noticed. This agenda contains three points which the EU encourage the promotion of: “1) 
cultural diversity and dialogue, 2) culture as a catalyst for creation and innovation, 3) culture as a 
part of the EU’s international relations” (European Commission 1) 
 
Prior to The Maastricht Treaty cultural actions were limited to low-key projects including 
restoration projects, books and translation projects, cultural exchanges, sponsorship of the art and 
cultural events. The Maastricht Treaty was the first official document to introduced cultural policy 
in the EU. Article 128 on Culture states: 
 
‘’(1) The Community shall contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the Member States while 
respecting their national and regional diversity and at the same time bringing the common cultural 
heritage to the fore. 
(2) Action by the Community shall be aimed at encouraging co-operation between Member States 
and, if necessary, supporting and supplementing their action in the following areas:  
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• Improvement of the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and history of the European 
peoples; 
• Conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of European significance; 
• Non-commercial cultural exchanges; 
• Artistic and literary creation, including in the audio-visual‘’ (The Maastricht Treaty, 1992; 
Article 128). 
 
It can be argued that these official statements and official initiatives are only ideological and 
symbolic and that they do not have any actual effect (Sassatelli 2009). The whole discussion about 
if the cultural part of the EU is only symbolic and a way to legitimize the EU in another way then 
earlier, is very important in the understanding of the cultural aspects of the EU. If for example 
looking at the Erasmus Program, the EU promotes this program and supports it to foster a European 
feeling and to build support for the EU from the people within the program (Wilson, 2011; p. 1119). 
In this sense the cultural part of the EU does not seem symbolic but that the EU actually tries to do 
something tangible. But if the EU’s promotion of The Erasmus Programme actually has an effect is 
more abstract. Sigalas (2010) argues that the Erasmus program does not strengthen the feeling of 
being European but that it might do the exact opposite and make participators feel even more 
national. He argues that even though it might have a small effect being among other European, it 
will not have as big an effect as desired.  
 
Wilson (2011) argues that in the policy-making process in the EU member-states and the EU itself 
might have ulterior motives when for example creating cultural policies. The ulterior motives can 
be economic or to legitimize power in the EU through the cultural policies. These ulterior motives 
puts the cultural aims second, so when creating cultural policies the cultural aspects is no longer the 
most important parts – the ulterior motives makes culture become less important (Wilson, 2011; p. 
1116). This can be linked to the above-mentioned point, about the policies not having the desired 
effect, in this situation because of other aspects of the EU being more important than culture.  
4.3 European citizenship 
The Maastricht Treaty and the European citizenship was the first time the EU’s history that the EU 
attempted to draw attention to the subject of common European heritage, and to the question of 
creating cultural policy by introducing a more radical approach by stating: “Every person holding 
the nationality of a Member State shall be a citizen of the Union” (Maastricht Treaty, 1992; Article 
8). 
 
Subsequently, the citizenship was developed in order to create a stronger transnational sense of 
belonging among European citizens (McCormick, 2011; p. 51). When the EU introduced the 
European citizenship, it was thought to be noteworthy, not only within the EU but also outside, 
because it was the first time such a widespread example of citizenship had been introduced (Castles 
& Miller, 2009; p. 46). European citizenship is important in order to understand and examine 
cultural identity creation since it is argued that traditional nation-state citizenships and nationalities 
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are incoherently connected (Guild, 1996; p. 33). Therefore the creation of a citizenship might help 
to understand how EU can try to establish a European cultural identity.  
 
In a traditional sense, the legal rights of a citizenship are: right to live in the state, right to hold (or 
claim) a passport of that state, right to take part in the political life of the state, right to enjoy 
freedom of speech and the right to a minimum standard of economic and social welfare. The main 
difference between citizens and legal residents is that citizens are able to run and vote for national 
political elections (McCormick, 2011; p. 50). 
 
Comparing the European citizenship to the traditional idea of citizenship, it becomes clear that a 
deciding point is how rights of the citizens, which beforehand were exclusively national, become 
cross-border with the European citizenship. Another important point is that with the European 
citizenship, every European citizen has the opportunity to run in elections both in the European 
Parliament and the municipal elections in the region, in which they live. These advantages do not 
differ, despite which EU member country EU citizens are resident in. A finishing point on European 
citizenship is, how it provides every citizen of the EU the same rights and possibilities to receive 
help and assistance, outside of the Union’s boarders. EU citizens enjoy the right of access to 
assistance in any consulate or embassy of a EU member-state. These possibilities are provided on 
equal conditions.  
 
All though European and national citizenship, seem very similar, European citizenship do still lack 
several features, which are included on a national level. EU citizens cannot receive an EU passport 
– a supranational or transnational passport. This kind of passport is impossible since there is no 
European state per definition, or a government or authority, which is able to protect the citizens of 
Europe from issues or difficulties that might come up with other member-states (McCormick, 2011; 
p. 51-52). 
 
Citizenship in the European context is discussed in various ways, and while some are more positive 
towards the idea and try to provide a solution to how citizenship can apply and does apply to the 
EU, others are of a different attitude.  
Elspeth Guild argues how the European citizenship is not a citizenship. It is just some fancy words 
on paper, which neither have influence nor give Europeans any exclusive rights, which they did not 
have before. In her point of view the only difference is how the citizen’s rights are now linked and 
attached to the EU, whereas before they were attached to the member-states only. Other than that 
Guild finds that European citizenship does not provide anything out of the ordinary (Guild, 1996; p. 
31). The rights of a citizenship define the relationship between an individual and the state. E.g. 
national citizenship provides the possibility for people to vote and enter elections in their country.  
 
Guild states that nationality and citizenship are two sides of the same thing, which explains why it 
is important. Since identities traditionally were embedded in the nation and the nationality, the 
question seems: “Does the European Union have an identity capable of sustaining a nationality and, 
if so, does citizenship of the Union have a nationality aspects?” (Guild, 1996; p. 33) 
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Bailbar, on the other hand, sees the unification of Europe in separation of the two concepts: 
Citizenship, nationality. In his point, what the EU is able to create is not a citizenship similar to the 
national. Instead he expects a transformation of the pre-known national values to move into what he 
refers to as ‘transnational citizenship’. A transnationalization, which no one knows when, is going 
to end. It has to continue since the EU has pushed it as far as creating the European citizenship, as 
an example (Bailbar, 2004; p. vii). 
 
Bailbar points out how the only way in which the construction of a European citizenship can prove 
successful is by it being more democratic than the traditional national citizenships. If the European 
citizenship cannot deliver extraordinary democratic conditions, than the national will have gained 
the upper hand, and the European legitimacy and capacity to represent the population and solve 
issues will disapear. In the steps towards developing more democratic conditions, EU needs to 
make big steps in regards to sovereignty in the nations, and in delivering democratic conditions to 
the citizens. They must consider the concept of ‘popular sovereignty’ in a broader sense – in a EU 
sense (Bailbar, 2004; p. ix). Bailbar’s analysis can provide us with a better understanding on why 
the comprehensive project of European citizenship did not become as successful as many in the 
European political elite had hoped. 
 
So according to Bailbar, in order for European citizenship to be successful, it needs to become more 
comprehensive than the national. In Guilds view, the European citizenship never was ‘bigger’ – if at 
all big –since it only gave citizens the same rights as nationals but in a new wrapping. 
4.4 The European Capital of Culture 
The European Cities of Culture (now European Capital of Culture) is an initiative and event 
organized by the European Commission. Each year since 1985 European cities have been chosen to 
host a series of cultural events over a period of time with the aim of fostering some of the cultural 
unified goals of the EU. In 2005 changes were proposed to the election process as well as to a 
change in name from the original title to the new European Capital of Culture. 
The host cities are very much left to decide the content of their programme. The EU’s basic 
requirements are that events must aim at awakening a European consciousness, at the same time as 
respecting both national and local cultures in the host city (Sassatelli, 2002). 
 
Host cities must also fulfil official requirements. These look at how the general potential in the city 
is for hosting such an event, as well as what their plans and goals are in hosting. Their events must 
live up to the expectations that are: 
 
• “Highlight the richness and diversity of European cultures 
• Celebrate the cultural ties that link Europeans together 
• Bring people from different European countries into contact with each other’s culture and 
promote mutual understanding 
• Foster a feeling of European citizenship.” (European Commission 2) 
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Another overall requirement of the host city, reads: 
“… candidate cities must present the role they have played in European culture, their links with 
Europe, their European identity. They must also demonstrate current involvement in European 
artistic and cultural life, alongside their own specific features.” (European Commission 3) 
 
The EU’s official cultural motto United in Diversity deals with the fact that the EU tries to foster a 
common sense of belonging in the EU, while at the same time respecting the different cultures of 
the member-states. The above-mentioned expectations, which are made to the host cities, contain 
the same factors as United in Diversity. These highlight the importance of the national and regional 
cultural traditions to the rest of Europe. They wish to promote a knowledge and understanding 
within their fellow member-states. 
 
The imagined community deals with the thought of people getting a feeling of togetherness in a 
bigger context and community through an imaginary setting. Even though they do not know 
everyone in the community, they do still feel a sense of belonging to each other (Anderson, 1991; p. 
6). With United in Diversity, the EU constructs and promotes the idea about a united Europe, which 
is very much the core and aim of European Capital of Culture. On the other hand, as Shore (2006) 
argues, it is still made sure that Europeans keep their own habits. Which again underlines the 
overarching aim of having an event such as this: to celebrate diversities in a way that can ultimately 
work to unite and construct a fellow idea of belonging.  
 
Looking at the view on cultural identity by Hall (1996) a similarity can also be drawn between him 
and what the EU tries to foster with The European Capital of Culture, since their focus is to 
“celebrate the cultural ties that link Europeans together” (European Commission 2). Hall argues 
how cultural identity is created in people sharing a common cultural heritage, historical 
experiences, languages and traditions. Cultural heritages are very divided in EU member-states, 
which is also why diversity is entailed in the EU culture building strategy. In terms of historical 
experiences member-states share many of the same events like wars, but have different memories of 
the same happenings. The point on common language lacks, because there are more than 40 
different spoken languages in the EU member-states (McCormick, 2011; p. 50). 
4.5 The Erasmus Programme 
The Erasmus programme is a programme that organises university student exchanges between 
European universities. The Erasmus programme was founded in 1980 as an international exchange 
programme for European countries with the purpose of making it easier to exchange within the EU 
(The Erasmus Programme). In 2007 the Erasmus programme became a part of the EU’s lifelong 
Learning programme which is a EU programme that aims to promote education throughout life, as 
the name lifelong learning programme also suggests (European Commission 8).  
 
The EU considers The Erasmus Programme a European success story, since it is “the most 
successful exchange programme in the world” (European Commission 9). Erasmus has become one 
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of the most visible educational EU-programs, and has gained success to the degree that EU 
enthusiasts name the students enrolled in the program the ‘Erasmus generation’ (Wilson, 2011; p. 
1114), a generation that represents the future European youth and these are to become more 
supportive of European integration than their predecessors (Wilson, 2011; p. 1114). 
 
In accordance to Fligstein’s (2008) theory on European identity and connectedness to education, 
social class and age, it is possible to draw comparisons to The Erasmus Programme and look at 
what it tries to foster, in order to establish how it provides the tools to achieve the EU’s original 
goals. Proven results on how higher educated people gain most from studying abroad in the EU, are 
hard to draw from (Wilson, 2011). But looking at how it changes students’ view and support for the 
EU as a supranational organisation, Wilson (2011) investigates how cross-boarder traveling and 
studying within the EU through The Erasmus Programme, does have an affect, and promotes a 
European identity. The results at hand do, however, not suggest an altogether positive result, and do 
not suggest a direct improvement on ‘the European feeling’, that are to draw directly from The 
Erasmus Programme. 
 
Wilson (2011) presents the main goal of The Erasmus Programme to be a question of fostering a 
pro-European mind-set in European students and European youth. The Erasmus initiative operates 
largely under the assumption that mobile students, who choose international educations, are more 
likely, than others, to become pro-European (Wilson, 2011; p. 1113). An assumption that Wilson 
(2011) argues to be partially successive, and stresses the fact that European students, that choose to 
take part in the Erasmus Programme, must already be pro-European to some extend. Thereby it 
seems to not be the part of being educated in a different country than your own, which is of main 
importance, but instead the pro-European view that makes European students enter into an Erasmus 
exchange (Wilson, 2011; p. 1113). 
 
According to Wilson the aim of The Erasmus Programme is to create a loyalty to the EU (Wilson, 
2011; p. 1119). The Erasmus are not trying to promote one culture and one identity, it is capturing 
the multiples and creating an understanding between these. “ (…) a political entity that encapsulates 
students’ existing national government along with many others is analogous” (Wilson, 2011; p. 
1119) 
4.6 Summary 
When the EU introduced the motto United in Diversity it marked a new point of departure in the 
EU’s integration process and in EU’s policy making. Before the focus had been on economic 
integration but has now expanded to cultural integration and identity building. The goal of United in 
Diversity was to improve European integration and the views on it. The EU’s official motto United 
in Diversity is to encourage unity by promoting the diversity of the member-state.  
 
The Maastricht Treaty, the European Capital of Culture and The Erasmus Programme tries to make 
it possible to incorporate each member-state into an idea of a unified Europe. The original goal of 
the EU is to promote peace, non war conflicts and so on, is also apparent in their choice of 
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initiatives, such as European Capital of Culture, The Erasmus Programme and United in Diversity. 
(Wilson, 2011) 
 
It is important to state that even though the EU supports many projects such as European Capital of 
Culture, the development of European identity must be developed within the Europeans themselves. 
This means that they must try to understand one another better and appreciate what they have in 
common as a community, what their common cultural heritage is (McCormick 2011; pp. 42-59). 
Language is a clear feature of The Erasmus Programme, since it supports students in engaging with 
other languages. But this is not a point of departure for the EU, when building a European common 
identity, similar to the national. In creation of national identity and citizenship, language is an 
important unifying feature. However, the EU promotes a multilingual culture and tries to view it as 
an asset. 
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Chapter 5: Symbols, myths and values in the EU 
 
The EU uses symbols and myths as a key element in raising consciousness of all the different 
elements that go together in creating European identity. This chapter focuses on the role of myths, 
symbols and common values as the creating factors of identity on national and European level. The 
persuasion model (Herrmann & Brewer, 2004) introduced in the theory chapter recognizes 
institutions as active agents who play a direct role and use deliberate efforts to enhance 
identification through the creation of symbols of collective identity. This is done with the 
emphasizing of common historical and cultural heritage, and common values and destiny. These 
efforts are effective if identity and its symbols become widely recognized and significant to group 
members (Herrmann & Brewer, 2004; pp.15-16). Using this perspective, this chapter will 
investigate the common symbols, myths and values that are promoted by the EU’s institutions in 
order to enhance identification. Analyzing symbols and myths will be our framework for 
understanding the process of identity formation and the EU’s actions. The analysis will emphasize 
common historical and cultural heritage. 
 
National identity is often created through the concept of patriotism. Patriotism means a feeling of 
pride and love of a country (or territory), and makes people feel a strong degree of belonging to 
their territory or their country. Patriotism can be seen as identification with the country, where the 
citizens identify themselves with the nation and its normative aspects (McCormick, 2011; p. 54). 
Over time a nation develops a shared heritage, which is viewed as emotion-ridden myths, legends, 
and personalities and used by nations to claim distinctiveness, continuity and esteem (Breakwell, 
2004, p. 32-33). 
 
The European project has been fostered through normative aspects, as well as cognitive dimension 
and emergence of EU symbols. The EU’s normative dimension is becoming more explicit over 
time. This normative frame builds on shared values and a concept of civic statehood (Laffan, 2001 
p. 96). The EU emphasizes shared values and embeds them in the treaties that reflect the normative 
dimensions. Values such as peace and reconciliation have been the main focus since the beginning 
of the European project (Laffan, 2004). At the Copenhagen European Summit in 1973 the nine 
member states signed the declaration which introduced the concept of European identity, linking it 
with representative democracy, rule of law, social justice and human rights, and recognizing them 
as ‘‘fundamental elements of the European identity’’ (Declaration on European Identity, 1973). 
Furthermore the respect for diversity and the protection of differences are central values for the EU, 
and are emphasized in the EU treaties and by the EU motto ‘United in Diversity’. The Millennium 
Declaration from 1999 states that ‘’The Union’s citizens are bound together by common values 
such as freedom, tolerance, equality, solidarity and cultural diversity’’ (Millennium Declaration, 
1999).  
5.1 Symbols 
Symbols help individuals to interpret and understand the surrounding world by providing 
orientation and constructing new frames of meaning. Laffan (2004) argues that symbols may alter 
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individual and collective consciousness of the world. Shore states that “symbols do not simply 
reflect our political reality: they actively constitute it’’ (Shore, 2000, p. 89). In the early stages of 
the EU there was focus on the shared values of the member-states and since 1970 the symbolic 
dimensions of the EU have been more consciously developed. The European symbols are mostly 
additional and are not meant to replace the national symbols. However, many EU symbols resemble 
national symbols such as the flag, the anthem and the currency. These symbols are meant to be 
embedded in the everyday life of the EU citizens and help them internalize the EU as a part of their 
social reality. The effectiveness of the EU symbols depends on people’s attitude towards the EU 
and the compatibility with national symbols (Laffan, 2004; pp. 81-84) and the symbols are therefore 
effective in a different way, than in member-states.  
 
The nation-building measures, such as symbols were design to enhance European consciousness 
and to communicate the principle and values. The European Commission stated that ‘’symbols play 
a key role in consciousness-raising but there is also a need to make the European citizen aware of 
the different elements that go to make up his European identity, of our cultural unity with all its 
diversity of expression, and of the historical ties which link the nations of Europe’’ (CEC 188b:9). 
 
According to Shore, EU officials consider integration in Europe as a construction of a more unified 
‘’nation-state of Europe’’ with constructed symbols, myths, common cultural and historic heritage, 
national traditions, notion of EU citizenship and the Euro (Shore, 2000; p. 2) The European 
symbols however remain to be quite ambiguous and weak in relation to national symbols. The 
common European history, which also is considered a symbol of European unity is lacking typical 
elements of a common historical memory like a common war of independence or a common period 
of defeat and suffering. Some scholars consider only the European flag, the Erasmus program and 
the euro as successful symbols (Kaelble, 2009; pp. 206-207).  
 
Manners (2011) emphasizes the importance of symbolism in the understanding the European 
integration process and how the EU is constituted as a political reality. He identifies three symbolic 
forms: icon (tangible signs and objects), rituals (practices and traditions) and taboos (discourses and 
texts). 
5.1.1 Icons, rituals and taboos 
Symbolic icons are the most tangible and obvious manifestations of the EUs physical presence. The 
Constitution for Europe officially recognized five symbols as ‘symbols of the union’ in article I-8: 
• “The flag of the Union shall be a circle of twelve golden stars on a blue background.  
• The anthem of the Union shall be based on the ‘Ode to Joy’ from the Ninth Symphony by 
Ludwig van Beethoven.  
• The motto of the Union shall be: “United in Diversity” 
• The currency of the Union shall be the Euro. 
• Europe Day shall be celebrated on 9 May throughout the Union’’. 
                                                                               (Constitution for Europe, 2004) 
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Three above mentioned symbols: flag, anthem and currency existed prior to the Constitution. They 
have however traditionally been connected to the national sphere and the EU is the first example of 
an intergovernmental organization that tries create symbols in order to promote a common cultural 
identity. The EU envisioned these five symbols to be for the Union, however their inclusion in the 
constitution was seen by some member states (France and Netherlands) as too much resembling the 
symbols of state-hood and they were consequently removed from the Lisbon Treaty (Manners, 
2011; p. 244). 
 
The EU symbols are meant to enhance European consciousness and create a common identity. 
Besides the five symbols included in the Constitution there are also the EC emblem, standardized 
European passport and driving license, and car number-plates with the EU emblem. 
The common currency, the euro, is however probably the most tangible and powerful symbol of the 
EU’s integration policies and process. The adoption of the euro in the member-states started in 
1999. There are currently 17 member-states that have adopted the euro as their currency which 
means that there are still 11 member-states outside of the common currency scheme. Analyses’ of 
the rejection of the euro reflect how the EU can be perceived as a thread or a challenge to the 
national identity and sovereignty (Breakwell, p. 36).   
Currency has historically followed the creation of the state and has been closely connected to 
national identity. The EU has reversed this process by introducing the single currency for the EU 
member-states, which is a state-like element (Thiel, 2011). The euro coins emphasize coexistence 
of European and national symbols with shared symbols on one side and national symbols on 
another (Laffan, 2001 p. 96). The euro can be considered as one of the most important factors and 
most tangible tools for the unification of Europe and identity formation, as it increased the physical 
presence of the EU in the daily life of citizens. The euro was introduced as an economic necessity 
dedicated to improving commerce re-moving transaction costs and price differences between 
countries (Shore, 2000; pp. 98-9). The euro has helped establishing the single market and has 
provided opportunities to the financial market. Shore (2000) argues that the euro created a need for 
a higher degree of integration among the member-states, which in turn leads ultimately to a more 
United Europe (Shore, 2000; p. 94). Others argue that the euro on the other hand reflects a shared 
purpose of the EU but does not provide a meaningful narrative of identity, which disrupts any 
meaningful attempts to create a common sense of belonging (Kaelberer, 2012; p. 180)  
 
Symbolic rituals are observable and more intangible manifestations of the European. The Europe 
Day, the anniversary of Schuman Declaration on the 9th of May, has for example become a 
European symbol, which signifies the beginning of what is now the EU. There are other celebratory 
events connected to important moments in the history of the European integration, such as the 
birthday of Jean Monnet, the European Weeks, European months of culture (to accompany the 
European Capital of Culture initiative) and a series of European years dedicated to the promotion of 
certain EC-chosen themes (such as the European Year of Cinema or the European Year of the 
Environment).  
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Symbolic taboos are typically unobserved and vague manifestations of the European integration, 
reflecting meanings and beliefs such as discourses, text and mottos. For example the official EU 
motto ‘United in Diversity’ provides a narrative, which emphasizes the unification and 
diversification processes that takes place in the EU (Manners, 2011; p. 260). With this approach 
European cultural identity can be seen as ‘Unity in Diversity’. It is meant to create a new ‘layer’ of 
identity without overpowering individual identities but instead building on the already existing 
layers of identity, such as local, regional, and national (Sassatelli, 2009; p. 2). The EU portraits 
diversity as an asset and proposes a more complex unity based on mutual understanding, respect 
and cultural tolerance. ‘‘The motto means that, via the EU, Europeans are united in working 
together for peace and prosperity, and that the many different cultures, traditions and languages in 
Europe are a positive asset for the continent’’ (European Commission, 2005d). 
5.2 Myths 
As illustrated in Chapter three, many scholars emphasize the importance of myths for nations and 
national identity formation and myths are also important for the European identity formation. Sala 
(2010) argues that political elites in the EU have always understood the importance and the need for 
myths. The EU uses myths as a tool to enhance cultural and historic awareness and consciousness. 
Myths play a role in creating normative and cognitive foundations for legitimizing and governing in 
the EU. They help to make sense of what the EU does and provide reasons for its existence. Sala 
emphasizes that myths “not only help to explain and legitimize the European Union, they are also a 
part of the integration process itself” (Sala, 2010; p.14). Myths provide meaning and represent 
ideals and narratives of a certain reality. Myths are meaningful stories that make events 
understandable to individuals and for societies. People may relate to them on an emotional level, 
which makes them powerful instruments for identity formation. According to Sala when social 
complexity increases there is a need for stories to make sense of complex realities. He indicates that 
primary myths provide reason for existing, such as the myth about the EU being responsible for 
peace, prosperity and democracy in Europe. The primary myth is the basis on which other myths 
are derived, for example myth about the EU as a ‘green power’ or normative power (Manners, 
2002). These derived myths provide the meaning for political action. Myths are the stories that 
communities tell about themselves but they are also part of the official discourse. They are parts of 
broader strategies to increase the support towards the European project (Sala, 2010).  
5.3 Myths and symbols in the identity-building in the EU 
The factors that traditionally create a collective identity and a belonging to a community, which 
might help creating a European identity, have some complications. For example the EU lacks a 
common culture. It has no single European state, no single government, no common language and 
no common citizenship nor passport (McCormick, 2011; p. 54). These factors are seen as important 
if the EU’s common identity is to be created as an object of patriotism, which has been an important 
part in the creation of the national identity. Even though some people feel a pride towards the 
achievements of the EU it has yet to develop into an object of patriotism, thus making the creation 
of European identity more difficult (McCormick, 2011; p. 54). This can also explain why most 
Europeans feel the strongest identification and belonging with their nations, since they are more 
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familiar with the history, customs and culture and because they have a legal attachments, such as a 
passport and other legal document that associate them with a country. 
 
Even though the EU tries to emphasize the values described in the Maastricht Treaty as “on the 
principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedom, and the rule of 
law” (Maastricht Treaty), McCormick (2010) argues that these values are not specific European. 
They are values acknowledged in all different parts of the world, and not something that makes the 
EU special but more something that is connected to the modern world (McCormick, 2010; p. 3). 
McCormick (2010) states that instead we should look deeper into the Europeans unique shared 
values. From this, he states the concept of Europeanism focused on values such as multiculturalism 
(McCormick, 2010; p. 8). McCormick argues that a connectedness between the Europeans in the 
sense of how families are structured - spare time, work - is seen. These factors of Europeanism have 
however not been obvious to the European citizens beforehand due to nationalism, conflicts among 
the European countries, wares and integration problems. McCormick (2010) argues that the strong 
uncertainty about what it means to be European will disappear if these values are recognized among 
the Europeans and that they will then be more likely to develop a stronger connectedness and 
shared European identity (McCormick, 2010; p.2) 
 
Multilingualism within the EU is commonly viewed as an obstacle. There are 23 official languages 
in the EU, and this reminds the European citizens the obvious differences between them. The 
majority of European citizens only speak their native language, which makes language one of the 
largest barriers for a meaningful communication between citizens and for developing a common 
European identity. A lack of language skills makes communication, exchange of ideas and everyday 
life between the European difficult if not impossible. Thereby, the member-states do not get a 
chance to understand each other and each other’s differences (McCormick, 2012; pp. 42-59). 
5.4 Summary: 
Symbols and myths play an important role for the construction of cultural identity on the national 
level. The EU in order to enhance European awareness and construct a common European identity 
also uses these nation-building measures. As illustrated in this chapter, the EU uses several myths 
and symbols as identity-building tools. They are however weakly developed and considered 
‘empty’ and ‘ambiguous’ (Sassetelli, 2009; p. 20). European symbols need to be compatible with 
national symbols in order to become meaningful. Reactions seem to be more positive towards 
policy measures that are complementary, in addition to the national components such as single 
market provisions and complementary European citizenship. The measures that are explicitly 
modeled on national can create some tension and anxiety, especially if they are expected to replace 
the national elements, like the national currencies or constitutions. This becomes visible with the 
rejection of the constitution and in the reservations and rejections of the euro, by some member 
states. The complementary measures gain more acceptance by the member states, as they are not 
portrayed as a major threat to the elements and symbols of national sovereignty (Thiel, 2011).  
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European symbols are recognized and effective to various extents in member states. Most people 
might recognize the European flag,  the EU passport, or the car license plate. However, not many 
can identify ‘Ode to Joy’ the European anthem, and are familiar with days of remembrance or 
ceremonies. The euro is the most tangible and powerful of European symbols. Risse states that the 
euro is widely recognized as a symbol of European integration and it has already affected citizens’ 
identification level with Europe (Risse, 2004). From that we can conclude that symbols and myths 
can enhance identification and common identity, also on European level. Furthermore, myths and 
symbols will most likely gain stronger significances and larger awareness and presence in the 
everyday life of Europeans, over time.   
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Chapter 6: Discussion & Conclusion 
 
 
Europe and nations are both imagined communities (Anderson, 1991), they are however imagined 
in different ways. While the nationalism implies homogeneity, singularity, exclusive identification 
and loyalty, the EU’s discourse stresses unity in diversity and emphasizes plurality, diversity and 
multiple identifications (Sassetelli, 2009; p.197). According to Risse (2004; p. 248) people can feel 
identification with both Europe and a nation, but giving up loyalty to the nation is not necessary. 
The national and European identities can coexist and their relationship is typically nested and/or 
cross-cutting but rarely separated. 
 
Nations define themselves in terms of their common cultures with common symbols and myths. In 
European context however, there is not just one culture, language, religion nor obvious 
geographical barriers (Citrin and Sides, 2004; p 182). Cultural diversity is part of the definition of 
European identity and a cornerstone of the EU’s approach to its own creation. Diversity can be 
viewed as a constrain/limit or an asset. The appreciation of diversity is however the main cultural 
feature of the EU’s perspective. The EU’s narrative of ‘united in diversity’ emphasizes a pluralistic 
approach to culture and portraits diversity as an asset. The EU promotes all the national cultures and 
languages of the member-states via policies, initiatives and programs. 
 
The EU is trying to create a common identity based on common culture, historical heritage and 
values as opposed to on common language. The EU is supporting unity by at the same time 
promoting commonness, diversity, multiculturalism and multilingualism. Diversity seems to be the 
essence of their approach to cultural identity. The national identity is limited and exclusive, while 
multiculturalism allows all to be included.  
 
Common culture is an important factor in the creation identity. However, cultural diversity is a 
distinguishing feature of Europe: there are many cultures and many identities, and therefore the role 
of culture is quite problematic and can become an obstacle for constructing a common identity 
based on culture. As Friedmann and Thiel (2012) argue; the focus on the common European culture 
is quite ambiguous and paradoxical as culture is closely related to national unity and to nations’ 
distinguishing aspects. At the same time the EU uses culture as a tool for enhancing transnational 
belonging and constructing common identity. This could be problematic in the creating of a more 
abstract transnational European identity since there is no European culture but multiple cultures 
instead (Friedmann & Thiel, 2012 p. 181). 
 
Anderson emphasizes invented nature of traditions and national narratives through religion, 
language, history and culture, but these categories are limited on a transnational European level 
since there is no shared culture, memory, history or language (Friedman & Thiel, 2012; p. 176). In 
fact these categories unite people together and create cohesion on the national level, while at the 
same time they are the exact cultural aspects that create obstacles for the common European 
identity. Therefore it could have a dividing effect rather than a uniting one. Scholars such as Smith 
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(1992) and Habermas (1994) are critical of European cultural identity. Habermas, however, 
supports a European civic identity that is based on liberal democratic principles instead of common 
cultures. 
 
The lack of one culture in the EU can be seen as an obstacle. Interactions with the EU institutions, 
and tools such as symbols and myths (even though much weaker than national) play an important 
role in the construction of European identity. Furthermore, myths, symbols and values are gaining 
more meaning in the EU and help in enhancing the identification with Europe. This can already be 
seen when looking at the euro, which is recognized as a symbol of European integration and affects 
European citizens’ identification level with Europe (Risse, 2004). Currently there is limited shared 
history of the EU, however, over time symbols, myths and common historical events will likely 
become a bigger part of the way European citizens construct the imagined community of Europe. 
Therefore, we recognize that the creation of European identity is possible, given time.  
 
The lack of a common language is portrayed as one of the main obstacles for the European identity. 
In the creation of the national identity a common language is one of the important factors. Some 
countries are however multilingual (Switzerland, Belgium) and managed to develop a common 
national identity. Linguistic diversity creates practical challenges and makes a meaningful 
communication between Europeans more difficult. However, the EU embraces and promotes 
multilingualism, as well as makes efforts to accommodate all languages. Multilingualism is 
considered a part of European identity, similarly to Swiss national identity (Friedman & Thiel, 
2012). Furthermore, since it is possible to construct national identity in countries with multiple 
languages, that suggests the same possibility for multilingual Europe - perhaps it is just a matter of 
time. The ambitious EU identity-building goal is complicated and requires time, on the national 
level the identity-building process has been ongoing for hundred of years.  
 
The European integration is a top-down process criticized for its elitism and ineffectiveness 
(Sassatelli, 2009; p. 198) but nation-building has historically also been an elite-driven process. It is 
however easier to achieve acceptance on a national level, due to the fact that most people look alike, 
speak the same language and in general have more in common: shared culture, history and 
traditions.  
Anderson (1991) emphasizes that people can create a community without knowing each other and 
on the basis of their social similarities and shared culture they can create an imagined community. 
Scholars such as Fligstein (2008) and Risse (2004) on the other hand emphasize the importance of 
interaction with Europe for the construction of identity. There is a substantial gap between the elite 
support to the EU and the widespread skepticism among ordinary people. Officials in the EU 
institutions, with increased direct experiences with the EU, develop a stronger sense of identity with 
the EU. This explains the gap between elites and mass public (Risse, 2004; p. 260), which is 
consistent with the socialization model (Hermann & Brewer, 2004) introduced in chapter three. 
 
The European identity construction takes place within the EU institutions and elites, however, also 
outside the institutions in daily practices and experiences, at transnational, national and regional 
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level (Katzenstein & Checkel, 2009; p. 226). Risse points out a lack of psychological existence of 
the EU in the lives of ordinary citizens, which is crucial in the construction of a European identity. 
However, he argues that there is a change in the attachment level to Europe, which might be linked 
to the increasing of EU’s presence in everyday life experiences of Europeans. Risse argues that the 
identification with Europe is continuously increasing (Risse, 2004; p. 271).  
 
According to Fligstein (2008) there are two possible outcomes of the European identity: 1) the 
European identity will only be developed within elites, 2) over time a common European identity 
will develop among elites and ordinary people. Education level, higher income, travel and second 
languages are often factors that increase identification with the EU. We view Fligstein’s second 
scenario as the most likely, since education levels and mobility increase most likely will keep on 
increasing in the future, which will ultimately enhance European identity.  
 
Multiplicity and plurality could be considered as the main characteristic of the European cultural 
identity. Furthermore, the term ‘European’ is a variable not a constant (Citrin & Sides, 2004; p 
182); it connotes different things to different people - the way people understand the meaning of 
Europe and European values varies in each member state. Media plays an important part in nation 
building thanks to the unifying experiences of space, time and language (Anderson, 1991). 
Similarly to national identities the media can be seen as crucial for the construction of a European 
identity. However, there is still dependency on national media among European citizens (Siapera, 
2004; p. 129). Therefore, people continue to imagine Europe in different ways resulting in the 
construction of multiple European identities, as opposed to one common identity, which are more 
fluid and less static than the national. 	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Appendix 1 
 
Summary of the project: 
 
In this project we examine the extent to which the EU can actively create a European identity. This 
have been investigated by analysing the identity creation on the national level and how it has 
progressed over time. Secondly, we examine the EU's approach to the identity construction on the 
European level. On the national level common identity has been created through common language, 
shared historical heritage and other social similarities. However, in the European context these 
categories are lacking when compared to the national ones. Europe has many different languages as 
opposed to a common one. Furthermore, there is no common historical heritage, since all the 
member states have different memories and history. There are however some historical events, that 
are common within the EU and they may gain more meaning over time. 
 
Anderson (1991) introduced concept of imagined communities. By this he means that through 
shared values people understand that other people have similar traditions, habits, culture and 
historical heritage, hence people of a nation imagine a community and identify with it. Anderson 
sees two kinds of imagined communities, a religious one, which is based on shared values, and a 
modern one, based on shared languages. His concept is used throughout the project and emphasizes 
the importance of cultural, lingual and historical similarities in the identity formation, not only in 
nations but also in Europe. 
Furthermore, we examine Fligstein’s (2008) possible scenarios for the European identity 
development. These two scenarios predict that either 1) European identity will emerge only among 
the elites and not among ordinary people or 2) over time a common European identity will develop 
among all the European citizens. This project identifies with the second scenario indicating that a 
common European identity can emerge given time. 
 
In order to answer the research question thoroughly the project also analyses what the EU does to 
promote a European identity through initiatives, documents and policies. The Maastricht Treaty 
introduced for the first time the concept of culture into the European agenda, as well as European 
Citizenship, which basically entailed that all the citizens of the EU member-states were also EU 
citizens (Maastricht Treaty, 1992; Article 8). The project also examines initiatives such as The 
European Capital of Culture and The Erasmus Programme. These are both programmes that are 
intended to create more exposure of the EU in the daily routines of the citizens, and to foster a 
European identity by promoting diversity of Europe. The project also analyses the official motto of 
the EU ‘united in diversity’, which is the cornerstone of the EU’s cultural integration in the sense 
that the EU is trying to create a common cultural identity based on its diversity. 
 
Common culture, language and heritage are important factors for identity creation on national level, 
as well as myths, symbols and values. The EU also uses these nation-building measures to enhance 
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European consciousness and a common identity. The last part of this project examines myths, 
symbols and values that the EU is trying to create and promote as European. Symbols such as the 
EU flag, the anthem ‘Ode to Joy’, the currency, the motto ‘united in diversity’ and the 9th of May, 
are some of the most important symbols that the EU officially stated as European in European 
Constitution (2004). Moreover, myths are used to create normative foundation in the EU, such as 
the myth about the EU being responsible for peace, prosperity and democracy in Europe, or the 
myths about the EU as a green or normative power (Manners, 2002). Through myths, symbols and 
common values the EU tries to create a togetherness and cultural awareness, and through this 
eventually create a common European cultural identity. 
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Appendix 2 
Study portfolio: 
In the following questions you must as a group reflect on, what you have been doing to meet the 
academic requirements for the project. 
 
1. How is the theme of your house reflected in your project? 
The house theme for our house is globalisation. This theme was only used during the group 
formation to set some general themes and provide a base for discussing and choosing a subject 
for the semester project. We can conclude that it had an effect on the process towards choosing 
our topic, in the sense that it was a part of the initial idea of the main topic. In the construction 
of project on the other hand it has not had much effect, since we have neither used globalisation 
as a theory nor as a concept.  
 
 
1. What have you done to meet the study regulation's requirements to the project? 
Hint: You can find the study regulation here:  http://www.ruc.dk/en/about-the-
university/organisation/rules-and-regulations/education/study-regulations-
associated-common-rules-of-2012/   
  
Since it is not made clear to us with this link, which regulations we must reflect on, we have 
chosen to reflect on the regulations, which are mentioned in the Curriculum for ‘the 
International Bachelor Study Programme in Social Science’. 
 
An overarching aim of the first semester project is for us to be introduced to problem-oriented 
project work. In this we are also able to incorporate the methodological knowledge we should 
have had acquired through courses and other learning activities in the first semester. Before our 
project we had already been introduced to the basic knowledge in methods and were therefore 
able to be mindful of these when examining the subject at hand and collecting data.  
 
We have aimed to meet the regulations by implementing the same ‘style of working’ in the 
overall project, which was suggested during the methods course. Particularly in our collection of 
data, but also in reflecting on which data we had obtained and how we had used them in the 
project, it showed very helpful. This is also displayed in our chapter on ‘methods’, where we 
use terms that were introduced to us prior, and applied them to our data assemblage-analysis. 
We have also decided on not collecting our own data, even though our initial thought was to 
investigate Europeans attitude to European identity and the EU ourselves. Instead we chose to 
focus only on data already collected and analysed, with the intentions in mind that for us at this 
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point in our studies it is more important to focus on acquiring skills in data-collection, making 
analysis and applying relevant theories and concepts, in order to solve the problem-oriented 
work at hand. We also felt that due to time constraints, it would have been too big of a task at 
this point.  
 
Lastly, we have been able to draw relevant theories to European identity and apply them to 
EU’s cultural actions and initiatives. Thus we have been able to draw into a conclusion that also 
takes into account the limitations we have been faced with in this project. 
 
 
The group as an organizational unit 
In the following questions you must as a group reflect on, how you as a group have structured 
and organised your project work. 
 
2. How have your organised your project work? 
In the beginning we did not do much to organise the work but just made sure everyone read a lot 
on the topic and took notes of their readings and during the meetings. Then we made an overall 
structure of the project and started applying the notes from the material each of us had read to 
the structure of the project. From then on we began to have some visual on how the project 
might in the end look like, and changed the structure as we went along when we found that 
something would work better, thus we slowly created a vision of what was going to be the 
finished product. 
We made sure to meet at least once every week from the beginning of the semester, to make 
sure that everyone was updated and knew how to deal with the material they came across. At 
the same time we tried to organize regular meetings with our supervisor to get her opinion on 
the way we were progressing. These meetings were very valuable to us and helped us to know if 
we were on the right track or if changes had to be made.  
When we realized we only had three weeks to finish the first three chapters, we started 
delegating actual assignments to each person in order to work more effectively. We spend some 
time writing and adding into the project on our own, but still having regular meetings in order to 
keep track on how the project was progressing. This was also a period of time where we had the 
opportunity to watch our initial ideas unfold on paper, and make decisions that had not been 
made beforehand.  
 
 
 
3. How have you distributed the responsibility between you? 
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When we started our project the first thing we felt were important to address were our 
individual strengths and weaknesses. We felt that it was important for each member in the group 
to find their place, in order for us to distribute the work in accordance to our strengths. Although 
we all had the same work to do, specific responsibilities started getting distributed between us. 
In the beginning of the process one got the task of writing up notes during our internal meetings, 
but other than that everyone had the same level of responsibilities. These were to read up on the 
subject and make notes on those readings.  
 
Later on, when we got closer to the first hand in, we started awarding specific tasks to each 
group member. These were to look into specific sections in the project and focus on writing and 
reading up on them. Another natural development was also that some got the role of correcting 
and setting up whilst other’s did more initial work.  
 
4. How have you evaluated your work process as your project has proceeded? 
 
In the beginning of the process we had several meetings discussing our subject and where to go 
from there. Which aspects of the chosen subject we felt we wanted to examine and how to go 
about that. The first meetings were very much focused on discussing. The discussions were very 
broadly focused on how to go about the work. We found it difficult to find the right angle on the 
subject, since we at this point had very limited knowledge on the subject. The issue was also 
figuring out how to convey our thoughts into a problem formulation that would be interesting/ 
legitimate to investigate.  
 
Since we spent the first meetings considering overall topics, the evaluation of the work did not 
commence until after a few meetings. After a few meetings an evaluation was made on our way 
of reading and taking notes. It was decided that we should aim to write our notes into the 
relevant chapters, to get a clearer structure and a distinction between the chapters. This decision 
also improved the organisation of the project and we were able to get a more clear idea on 
where we stood on the project and with the subject.  
 
A deciding factor in our evaluation of work process has been our supervisor meetings. In a 
dialogue with her we have been able to evaluate the progress that we have made, and get a 
clearer idea on how to further commence.  
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The group as a production unit 
In the following questions you must reflect on how you as a group have worked as a production 
unit. 
 
5. How have you had the production to proceed?  
 
The production of the project itself started when reading notes were made. In particular since 
some of them are more or less the foundations of some of the written text in the project. Since 
then the project has taken shape, as we have elaborated on our concepts and theories and on 
how they will relate to analysing and concluding on our problem area. The main subject of the 
project has also changed through the course of discussion and meeting with supervisor. Our 
original thoughts were to analyse the EU as a possible super-nation, but since then it evolved 
into focusing on the cultural aspects in the EU. Then deciding to focus on EU’s approach to 
cultural identity and to what extend it can be created within the EU, which has been our aim in 
this project. 
 
 
6. What must be in place in order for you as group to produce at your best? 
 
In order to produce at a maximum speed we have found that in our group a specified 
understanding of what had to be done, was vital. In the beginning of the project where time was 
mostly spent on reading up on the subject and taking notes it became an issue to not having a 
specific guideline of what to look for and what to read. This created an irregularity in the 
reading for some of the members, which could have had an effect on the production to a larger 
extent, had it not been addressed early. Which is why we a few weeks in distributed literature 
equally within the group, so that each one knew which one was theirs to read up on. 
 
 
7. How have you made use of each other's resources best possible?  
 
As explained in a later question we made the initiative for each person in the group to outline 
their strengths and weaknesses in working in groups. This made it possible for us to organize 
our work according to these factors. Each of us has our own approaches and our own way of 
going about schoolwork. All of us have some things we do better than other, and this is where 
we are able to compliment each other. Some write better than others while others are better at 
making an overview or analyse etc. These qualifications are encouraged in our group, and are 
viewed as something beneficial to our work. 
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8. Which conditions have been important in order for you as a group to work towards 
submission of the 'product' as a common goal?  
 
Dividing the work has been a key factor in terms of working towards a final product. This gives 
us an effective approach to our load of work. Equally as much has the writing and corrections of 
the texts been a defining factor upon submitting our work.  
 
The group as working environment 
In the following questions you must reflect on, how you have perceived the working 
environment in your group. 
 
9. What has characterised the working environment in your group? 
 
Since the start of the project the main goal of our group has been for the members to feel secure 
and for us to create a space were people could explain their frustrations and ideas. We also 
made it very clear early on how if necessary people could speak freely about any issue that 
might occur, at home or at school. The level of understanding within the group was also 
supposed to make it an easy to work in environment.  
 
A few weeks into starting our project, one of our group members decided to stop at the 
University. She wrote a message to us on Facebook where she elaborated on her decision and 
thanked us for the time. The incident affected our next meeting, and we spend some time talking 
about this. We were very quickly able to move on and reorganize ourselves as a four-member 
group, and proceed with the project.  
 
Three days before our deadline for the project, another group member decided to stop at the 
University. Since she had been a part of the project for such a long period of time it of course 
had a bigger impact on the working environment and on the project. She had some extensive 
knowledge on certain theories, which we then had limited time to get into ourselves. The limit 
of space in the project was also changed according to our present group size from max. 140.000 
characters to 120.000. Since we were already approaching this limit, we had to be extra 
considerate on how much more we were to get in to the project after that. 
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10. What have you been doing in order to create room for all group members in the 
way you work? 
 
After the group formation when we had a fairly clear idea on how our group would look like we 
started discussing group-dynamics. We took a round where we each explained what we thought 
our strengths and weaknesses were. Relating them to how we felt we would be able to apply 
these strengths to the group work. Whereas some felt that they had a bigger need to discuss in 
the group and write by themselves, others felt somewhat the opposite. The group’s job was then 
to discuss and agree on how to best apply these strengths to the working process. We did this to 
create space for each individual in the group to make use of their own abilities. We knew 
though how this is a learning process and how we had to make evaluations as we moved along, 
to consequently improve our way of working. 
Our way of working has been affected by both an individual and common approach. In the start 
we spent much time reading and writing ourselves, whereas the common approach, and the 
working together on the material, was used later. To collect and gather all the material we have 
used, we have from the beginning used the ‘Dropbox’ application to share our documents. This 
made it possible for us to share thoughts and writings as well as work more efficiently. 
Especially in the weeks up to handing in, where time was spent mostly on writing. 
 
11. How can you as a group best possible promote the working environment for all 
group members?  
 
As mentioned earlier a level of understanding was for us the key to create a better environment for 
every group member.   
 
12. How have you as group evaluated the working environment in your group?  
 
In every meeting we have tried to evaluate our working environment. The overall view on the 
working environment has up until this point been mostly positive. There have yet not been 
evident issues that have come up in our group talks and discussions in the meetings. 
 
